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Appt. No. 10/804.301 

Reasons forTequesfingreview of the final rejection 



Attorney Docket No. 03025i?U2 



i) Independent Claim I and Claims dependent fmm Claim 1: 

Claim 1 recites, among other things, "a logic mit configured to execute program logic 
to determine whether a parrinieTer is reoeivcd ftoin the mobHe station" (emphasis 
added). This is supported, for e\antple, by paragraph [0000] at page 2 and paragi-aph 
[0069] at page 11 of the specification. In rejecting Claim 1, the Patent Office has 
analogized the reference number 83 in FIG. 1 i of Aisenberg (U.S, Patent Application 
Publication No. 2004/0116155) to a "logic unit" (Office Action dated 10/19/2006, 
page 2, line 12). Appfents respeetliiHy disagEee, since the leferenee number 83 in 
FIG. 11 of Aisenberg refers to a mobile network (see, e.g., FIG, U, atid page 5,, 
paragraph [0046] of Aisenberg), which camot be analogized to a "logic unit" Thus, 
Aisenberg fails to teach or suggest a "logic unit", as recited in Claim 1, 

Claim I recites, among other thirigs, "wherein when the mobile suifion is a CDMA 
jnobile station with a subscription in the GSM network, during registration of the 
mobile station the GGG acts as an authentication controllpr in the CDMA network but 
authenticates the mobile station using a GSM authentication mechanism" (emphasis 
added). Applicants respectfully sabmit this is not taught, disclosed, or suggested by 
Nairn (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2006/0050680). The Patent Office 
has apparently mistmderstood Claim I and Nairn when alleging 'Svhen the mobile 
station is a CDMA mobile station 106 with a subscription in the GSM nehvork, 
during registration of the mobile station a (jGG 1 1 2 acts as an aisthentication 
contioKer'- (emphasis added) {Office Action dated 10/19/2006, page 3, lines 9-11), 
since tlie reference number 106 in Naim's Fig. 1 refers to a GSM mobile station, and 
the reference number 112 in Nairn's Fig 1 refers to a GSM base station controller , 
which cannot be a GGG. Moreover, Nairn's hybrid MSG acts as "a 'double agent' 
passing information between the mobile tenninal and entities in its core network" 
(page 2, paragraph [0012], lines 5-7). Thus, Nairn's hybrid MSC cannot be 
analogized to "the GGG act[ing] as an authentication controller" (emphasis added), as 
recited in Claim 1 , since Naim's hybrid MSC just passes information. 



Therefore, independent Claim 1 is allowable. Claims 2-6 depend tVom Claim 1 and 
are thus allowable. 
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Reasons for requesting review of the final tcjectioti 
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ii) Independent Claim 7 and Claims dependent from Claim 7: 

Claim 7 was rejected based on the same rationales as applied to Claim ! and is thus 
allowable. Claims 8-i I depend from Claim 7 and are thus allowable. 

Hi) Independent ClmmM and Claims dependent from Claim 12: 

Claim 12 was rejected based on the same rationales as applied to Claim 1 and is thus 
allowable. Claims 13^16 depend from Claim la and are thus allowable: 

iv) Independent Claim 17 and Claim dependent from Claim 17: 

Claim 17 was rejected based on the same rationales as applied to Claim 1 and is thus 
allowabiie. Claim 18 depends from Claim 1? and is thus aliowabK 
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